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Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level
contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the
average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-
formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep.,

pPp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.)
ot eSS

Howover, pnEiiseimiiiiisummmg: s ey -
ncf‘(n'&:‘orpfa*t_o{-u\.j y 3

Co
BEEgRE the CIA's senst1ve4 sources and methods, caused

the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty

_ . relevars
in getting ¢® information than when the protection of

such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin

.. _ e ftort
expressed the opinion that the Agency's waiEssl to pro-

tect its sensitive sources and methods did GEERRTEREES c
wklb‘\

emm offectemmmm the quality of the information to ‘GiEEEEs:r

the Warren Commission and it QN access.

(Rankin at p. 23)L ' As a resul at‘hé

o e N S oy o ~~.,.\|f}\") ‘o\f‘of’)tn\;"‘
Agency wessisdesmsmi- unilateral decisions W e~

eSS +e C/7
mmm.aterlalsw *the Commission. (Scekso dep.

'y

PrU -

operatlons of the CIA's Mex1coﬁ City Station
ofcts ol

2) As a related con51deratlon1the controversy sur-



b - 18 -

NV Y

rounding™photograph now referred to as that
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"
Each of these concerns will be examined UnvansnnEg

ﬂﬁerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
e
. o) . . .
evident from the &ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep.
p.158) Scelso further testified:

We were going to give them intelligence re-
ports which derived from all our sources, in-
cluding technical sources, including the tele-
phone intercept and the information gotten
from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
example, which corresponded almost exactly
with the information from the telephone inter-
cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)

Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Commission r?garding Lee Harvey
. 21 Jan memo
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Cite.) Much of the informa-
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
\ of which had been deleted completely from the report.
elB. . : e o
The“policy yEsaER@pw liniting Warren Commission know-
ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early

as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from

CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-




~phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing 6pS . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Janl964)

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,
1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of
December 17, 1963. 1In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal
4y4qm19weuﬂgo*‘w»éyb¢9‘
of the CIA Counterintelligence/$taff wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
Decmeber 9, 1963 submitted to the Warren Commission.

Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones

in Mexico. Papich queried O'Neal whether the FBI could
s

supply the Warren Commission with™source of the telephone
taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil=-

lance operations in Mexico City, see cIAa gat; 3/779/510)

)’\Ab\)’
0'Neal's memorandum n.lllﬂ!!that he discussed this matter

with Scelso who in turn, after a discussion with Helms,
was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed
.to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote:

He (Scelso) was guite sure it was not the
Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-
sensitive information which could relate to
telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File,
20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)

iy
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the form of this presentation <SG CEENEEE D O-

tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63)

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during

Q,F{ék@om b PrEW Smad-k
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico City. We

Helms testified:

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele-
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- gz}
ning in conjunction with theEﬁexican authori~
ties]and therefore, if this had become public
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel-
ings between Mexico and the United States,

and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session
hearlng, pp 51 52, o

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to
the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations
prior to the assassination. and durlng the post-agssassination

<S8 '575'?:/( 15 1frHS | o AN C~ard
s ‘ eaewnsirEagms, oS

(4

period

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information

made avaiiable by DCI McCone to National Security Council®
_ had baon moada '

Director McGeorge Bundy, @@ aware that the CIA had tele-

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-

bassy/Consulategand that through these taps Oswald's pre-

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

corroborated. {kl ;6 Me Cong riges Yo 17 Geo 8—&"‘“:%@
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anUQAhnévvzir | '
'The CIA's m to J.nform the Warren Comnu.ss:.on

1 in the early stages Of W% in- ';‘J

o%concernto this Committee. It is 1ndlcat1ve of- an’i

IR “(561 ) LAFPN SN Skcwln\‘f'ff&cwf‘fu
‘_tudaaan—ehc—kgeﬂeyﬁfﬁﬁnﬂ;to --i-hp-hhu

. R i &QR Lealt unc,.«\w,
"substance ci-U!HHQEH!!!!!ﬂ information GI!-e prov1ded3

fffthe Warren Commission. (See Scelso deE-T “This process
" might well have hampered the Commission'sWabilityfto pro—'yfut
ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
% ST ek :
_even those which mlght have meant exp051ng certaln sensi-
tlve operatlons to the’ Comm1551on

'As noted prev10usly, on January 31 “1964, the CIA o

‘prov1ded the Warren CommlSSlOn with a memorandum that
j'chronlcled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico Clty visitf durlng
! September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963 That memorandum - & . .-
oygnentlon *_;* Oswald's various conver-
satlons with the Cuban and 503£:§ Embassy/ConsulateShad 3
o heen tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore,
\ that’ memorandum ,i* nd’/‘nentlonm that the CIA
o had tabped and transcribed conversations between Cuban
’ft Embassy employee Sylv1a Duran and Soviet officials at-
“ the Sov1et Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the
' conversatlons between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban a

o e T ArmaS
- ‘ AmbaSsador to Mexico Wthh the CIA had also tapped and

transcribed.



- 24 -

| On Febfuary 1L, 1964 Helﬁs appeared before the

Commission {see above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dum‘of January >/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum oOf
January 31. A review of Qankin's letter indicates tha£

| Avs writing o
aissheae As Of Ceombwbsssseedss, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 | 2+ter whether Oswald's direct communica-
tion with employees of the Séviet Embassy {(as stated in
’t__;_m_ of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephong surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
by Rankin would not have been made.

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of Januarg 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-
mission;s representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-
teré in Langley, Virginia and had been shpwn various trans-
cripts resulﬁing from the CIA's telephon#&« surveillance
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,
Mr. Rocca did not personélly make this material available
to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

Commission learned of these operations.



R T L N R P EE ORS CHID N RO SR I

On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to‘Rankin's
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was
also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did
not reveal ﬁhesourceof this information in its response
to the Commissio jpr indicate that it would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda wﬂich among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access
to the production material derived from the CIA telephoné(
surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
these memoranda tendStc)support the Committee's belief
that.the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,
and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone survell-
lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman,
_ \lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief

Scett |
of Station in Mexico City qwi® provided them with various

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. {(Slawson
memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: A r)
n *
HSWaEgR. grior to M it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission

had at‘least become aware that the CIA did maintain

telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.

nﬁSlawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals

~al® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA isseEymuse

possessﬂm& transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
Porticos - Acmas

Thess#® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, sdgTEmETEy concerned Silvia

Duzﬁb's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal
f:'_:_”‘_‘)— '

Police (cite?). @EEEIEENEE#>y Helms responded to the Com-

steeds oy

mission's request for access, G EEEETRESERER that he would
attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission representatives'
review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12,' 1964)

| 1t should be noted that the recérds reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.— As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonic surveillance activities in Mexico City.
(CfﬁggﬁhOne or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roqas' testimony as c¢ited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission haa
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through
the CIA's initiative.
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. . LYY X 16X o ]
that the tentative conclusions -:;-ntu.-i-eg.Oswald's

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg were derived from CIA

memorandag of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
and!in additiorn, a Mexican federal police summary @@ of
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

puran, {sicd an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu--

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Seﬁbson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephong& intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mq&ﬁ%an police report,
it would appear that the Warren Commission,as of March 25

/ /

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran. % {nS 22%’

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited
the Cuban Embassy oh three occasions. This conclusion

Weste Wwef
he wissmessisc based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

'! his mamecandanrm lotars
mony before the Mexican police. no




indication that heluﬁgreviewed any of the Duran
transcripts. Furthermore, f@ ha been given access
to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted
for this purpose. His analysis eﬂould havd‘reflecéed

the fact of this reviey either by its corroboration or

above il -’?:t;\;gy*Tgaﬁa
criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

states that

gt e

1964, th%@;acorom

. 26 }ﬁﬂl'”?éfigaite
,:3 i t®Mad not been given
s g Sdardson M‘}
he Commission had been

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not make

suspet Lol

reference to the surveillance operations,and aAsunmarykpo—

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for
over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission
staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in"passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave
ODACID here.

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)

nmined

2
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times. He statedgthat this conclugd
y T g
review of Silyg#a Duran's tes

ROEE based upon his

fgy“to jthe Mexican pePec.

(Slawson mernrandum, Marfﬁiaff'l965»’CIA P. :;fé) Howejler,

. Slawson ooes not stat- that hi s{fonclusiOmfiwere alsgadrawn

& . («&f ‘
from r; iew of’@ﬂy.df the pJ ’uctlon f',m the Mex of City

statigh sumeilldnce operagrior
v‘w

138+ feasonlng

doe ndicate,
2 !"*1.(, ’ { (c"f’z

howevdyr, 4o regardl g Oswald's

th-'

visit to~the access to. the

telephonlcqétrvelllance production would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy and stated
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy, re-
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-
ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate
stating that an American, identified by CIA analysts as

0! Wi it had twiice
Oswald # at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, R
MMefinitively established that Oswald had
visited the Cuban Embassy on at least two occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact times of his presence
in the Cuban Embassy)ggst:établished as the result of the
telephonic surveillance. Had this information been made
available to Slawsoh, his calcuations of Oswald's activities
in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than- they were as of March 27, 1964. These transcripts
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could hav? been made available to the Warren Commission
at its d‘hception but as. the record indicates they were

not then made available.

The record supports the Committee's finding that
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not
been given access to the'above—referenced series of tele~
phonge intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman
and Slawson,theyarticulateﬁone question to the CIA and
two requests for information from the Agencye (Ambassador
ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) C“'Qm‘“*M

Slawsen v fete!
1) What is the information source referred to in
the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa;

2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
-all cases where the intercepts !éggeto the
assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept

in which the allegation that money was passed
at the Cuban Embassy is discussed
(L4e~T)

The question initially posed in the above-referenced
memorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonék intercept
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April
22,‘ l964“,‘ cazi*pc.”3223). Necessarily, if Slawson WM‘“

Nec<€is f'z-o-f

the source of the information, he had not been
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provided that source

(ﬂfmﬁw Tubj w‘ >
The first Coleman-Slawson request (G

-#CnAS Shﬁ“’ *+¢Cn~wnnﬁno« Nd?
i mthat wsep AR

concernlng the assa551n@tlon (asiw

A b
et

The second request,{?tem number three of the above

listiﬁé? reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman
cohversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing

of monies (@ discussed hadlnot as of April 2 been proVided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested

the Dorticos-Armas transcripts. dﬂfthe March 12, 1964

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

\‘,‘x& wefn 2,
presentativesas (Cite.) *l .¢.c

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated

their concern for receiving complete access.to all material®

relevant to Oswald's México City trip. They wrote:
*he most probable final result of the entire
investigation of Oswaldfs activities in Mexico is
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose
of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.




Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the
group actual transcripts of the telephone’( surveillance
operations and English translations of the same. In addition,
he provided the group with reels of photographs for the
time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrance$
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative

that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all

facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff

the information we obtained through him without first

clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives
the CIA's course of action immediapely following the assassinations-

' { el akel -
Scott indicated that his staff seesshwresssssEmt began to compile
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents
had immediately been put under surveillance following the
assassination. uiaison was set up with Mexican officials,

particularly Luis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

Mexican GohbrnaciOn (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded = T




Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote

Thomas Kasrramesnes Agssbudt DHP
to sl iSRS | <ladesslseessssame, regarding the

'-r@é’\mo&\ wesuisitiinddd
rwpisbsepgmdy this photograph "by the

circumstances

Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin GRS

4ol d
the Commission be ¢apitmwmeriemml the identity of the 1nd1v1dual

reques ted that

. : o-$
.depicted in the photograph if that information ugiunavailable.
On that same day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,
Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

SINER Novembtraz, 4¢3
Service~ that the CIA had disseminated®several reports or

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret e

Service s}amwmh&@ﬁﬂy“mwmmﬁeweu‘. Rank a requested copies of these

reports and other materials. 'huree .ﬁ'm cables tiessswerd )

' ) a1y n..m“»’} RS £oaa

concerned wastd® the photograph of the individual ‘aseaucrat

phs (LR Cogg S b om0
hemcEmswmen Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother.

2]

] ba pevars
disseminated™®to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177), a,eeeyagémwheehwwaemtraﬂgmrfteﬁWto
thewSeeret~S8erwiwe. That cable concerned the Dogzszi—Armas
conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic
\ surveillance operations in Mexico City™at the time of the
assassination and Oswald's earlier visit. |
Jonn Scelso testified regarding the circumstances

surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:




"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

(Scelso deposition, p. 150)
T 37 F«,,,fuaﬂcf /x,o‘?&*f“
- e -t g the Warren

Commission i IS8 access to .
&SQ;U‘“G«C A}’Q“‘ & onc@rA w"@""( ( £FY
telephonic surveillance productlon)(as discussed in the
:} LA AT _k"*rﬂl t]g‘{a ‘,qi' 2
preceding section), the -émmm® of the photosurveillance operations,
doen ko it ond prgen L@emen it 0. Mad P«ﬁ'@“‘ e
i3
SR e e SEEee tO cause concern within

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca Qutline&‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankints request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novem ker 23,
1964. Rocca then -stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer

to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
letter). If they come back on this point he feels

that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than
pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
items are of new substantive interest. We have either
passed the material in substance to the Commission in
response to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s@x
photographs which are not of Oswald..."

(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)




VIII.

Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's
assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named
"Luisa" received a telephone call from ag unidentified man
speaking Spanish. (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap)
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who was then
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa
replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba."” Lﬁisa replied that
she knew this also. Luisa inquired whether the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that shé had learned

about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:

]
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We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,
let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
States; that contradictions would be
sharpened...who knows

Luisa responded:

Imagine, ong two, three and now, that makes
.three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca, f0EEEESE

f o in response to

a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on
a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination
that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,
23 May 1975, p. 15)

Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may in-
deed indicate foreknowledggﬁof the assassination but may
also—mEEEs®; be interpreted without such a sinister impli=-
cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did
merit serious attention in the months following the assas-
sination. However, Calderonfs comments were not reported»

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA21615) Calderon's presénce in
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City §ﬁ&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secrétary of the Cuban Embassy”s;Gommercial
Office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,
to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispat

a Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI

reco ed b
was first resores: ) the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that

S::’;(fl\, LMSG’C‘\ f
time, Tharot@mpwemses:, Chief of Counterintelligence for the

: : f%P°‘k=’k .
Special Affairs Staff, recssdsed the results of his de-
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum
stateJ\that AMMU#lhad no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-
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. LS
telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 -8

hggh asked if Oswald #as known to the Cuban intelligence
sfc

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1l told sewerseire,

f{fhat "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embéssy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General

De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

Y ; ‘
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. (‘-“‘JK'M“")S s

bhangoScA
Swperrers thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch (43
. B \&Tm
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico' and departure,difilme

muba.s l\of“'l\a’ aftertha_aSSassinaKon Certem “ r"@’“")

On May 7, 1964, S::;sgsciécorded additional informa-
fion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-
dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is 1in
the Vedado section where the rents are
v high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known -as the "Empress Transimport."”

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.
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On May 8 -Cssmefmmms further disclosed AMMUG's know-

by o5 <4
ledge of the Oswald case. =Sgmmmsmws poraphrased AMMUG's

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
"Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
'similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswdld...

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum LA
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information g&%ﬂ
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in pefson or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1 sitthion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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‘takes‘place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-

ing)\(ll May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'

)__,,,...,o.sc—l\(.f

communication was a paraphrased accounting of ST

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Bt
P

. . >
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .are set
ettt
forth. However, that attachment ﬁakes no reference. what-

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested
occesS fe
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, oA v the
’ [, e, ﬁ) &S,
questions used in SEEEE’ S interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's éounterintelligence ﬁesearch
andJ&nalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
wg“\“

Willens saw -mssssws ' s May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of é@lderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about

! six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early

. Moo Loy
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the memoran-

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible
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: 43@1359_ As discussed in an earlier section of this report,.

the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA's

production from its telephonic surveillance operations

in Mexico City until an advanced/stage in its investiga-
tion. The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Sléwson, ' R

;nquasmﬂgcﬂbw«stnPﬂﬁ#(wd
and Coleman did not review the production®™until they ’
visited Mexico City on April 9, 1964. At that time, they
- | %Lgﬁ‘iﬁ/) -
reviewed a number of)3dntercepts from the Soviet and Cuban
Embassies. These intercepts tncluded one call to the
Soviet Embassy on September 27g believed to have been e
made by Oswald; two calls made by Silvia Duran from g;;’“"? ?;ZA%E
Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, and one call fro@ :

' f

the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassy, made by an uni- J

dentified caller. (Cite Sé@ﬁson memo of April 21, 1864.)

On September 28 the intercept operation recorded a ékh/Qij

cailfby'silvia Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet \\fi:;:é%l
Conéﬁlate.‘(cite.) ‘ , : \/@1A4&W

‘On October 1 the intercept operation recorde] two E/Q4wﬁ7:
calls made by a person later identified as Lee Harvey /

Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.) ' /

Ly The Commission representatives were also supplied
-]

\ ", - . .
v'with the CIA intercepts of 48® two conversations that

C/Vf (iff%%%ﬁifquggkween the Cuban President Dortic@and the

}V ' Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations
Al |

:j concerned Silvia Duran's arrest, whether Oswald had been
: | N




offered money while at the Cuban Embassy,and'the general.
state of affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City

following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 22,

1964, pp. 45-46).

_ _ -r]\g_C.ommrHLC' .
LJUL # review of CIA files emioroess
-7
4 _ 0o Fa.ndutrm (€4 asthe 73
;jyvjwfk borat&sh 9£;Slawson's = : the telephone inter-
‘{\9" cepts provided to and rev1ewed by the Comm1ss:Lon mbn{
e wg?vﬁ’v lasdsonls recerd |
'*Lﬂ - CIA document & blinc memorandum Jﬁfentltled "Materlal
) v
o " Yi;% from P-8593 shown to Warren Comm1551on“ {Station Oswald
O Ar _, '
o Y File) and is dated April 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This
/WVJ&/ document records that the Warren Commission was shown calls

/%6wwﬂy made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These included three oF¥ha
/\!/V‘A CorRTSR \ S, §
: : ieemement. September 27 listed above, one call of

September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of

et
. October ? - o e < '
docurmEn X

Whlle thi$ does not correspond to the listing of

calls set forth by Slawson, it does independently establish
z AL oI [

Lag .

| that no calls -wade—ewn November 22, 1963 were shown to

he Warren Commiseigg;ﬂ_,,;:,’—-'““’”'—“*

In addition, this document corroborates the showing ~

of the two Dort1cas~Armas conversation$of November 26,

representatives in an effort to determine if a transcript

of the Calderon conversation was ever sh@@n to the Warren

P ]



Coldoon
and a second Cuban Intelligence officer believed e to '

be a CIA operative. It is possible that this information

-
was not provided the Warren Commission either because ] é-fl
; J

o~
there was no basis in fact for the allegation or becaus? (oY

the allegation was in fact true. If the allegation ,;k /7:+uﬂ.‘
were true, the consequences for the CIA would have been E, %

’ g éL i
serious,éor:fL woul demonstrated@hat a CIA operative, . f? 1&4
well placed in the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed in—pfwj 4
formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald

. . : . . , eszf‘)“.@
and/or his relationship to Cuban Intelligencey and that’
. -8 '
ﬁgervices possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate
| President Kennedy.
€ .
or' s
Regarding ﬁg;bpossible association with the CIA,

the-Commitea=hasexamined—Catderonta—£file. Wﬁmﬂgﬂ"?

v evi et ' '

g;\eg‘revealﬁ'no ostensible connection between Calderon and

the CIA. However, there are indications that such contact
QXYD between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A
C)“ September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief of the Spe-

cial Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief of Station in Mexico

\?ﬁl City states in part:

y&pﬁ ...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in
}0‘ Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of
i Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further

‘a identify the sister, our domestic exploita-
\JPE:/ tion section might be in a position to follow
X up on this lead...Please levy the requirement
on (CIA asset) at the next opportunity.
(HMMW/1935, Sept. 1, 1963)
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An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of
Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's Western
Hemisphere Division records that:

Wilfredo of the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,

reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister

residing in Reynosa, Texas...Luisa may go

up to the border to visit her sister soon—-—

or her mother may make the trip--details

not clear. (HMMA 21849, July 31, 1965)

At the very least, the above dispatche& evidencek
an interest in Calderon's activities and those of her
family. Whether this interest took the form of a clan-
destine-agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's
201 file.

The Committee has queried the author of the above-

cited dispatch requesting that Calderon's sister be con-

tacted by the CIA's "domestic exploitation section;1:7\

-
'd | the—dtsperteir-s—author, was a member

of the CIi's Special Affairs staff at the time he wrote
the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters
and was ﬁﬂﬁ@ responsible for recruitment and handling

of . o
of agents for collection/intelligence data. Mr.

when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of
his responsibility was to scour the Western Hemisphere

division for operational leads related to the work of

the Special Affairs staff. recalled that he normally

would send requests to CIA field stations for information
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|

response to these'requesta;/ It was recollection

'that the above-cited domestic exp101tat10n section was
a task force within the Special Affairs Staff He also
stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division

might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sis-

ter. told the Commﬁfee that he had no recollection

of recrultlng any person associated w1th the Cuban Intel-
ligence Service. He dld recall that he had recrulted
women to perform tasks for the Agency. However, he did

not recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cuban

Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr.

stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon
was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August
31, 1978)

Various present and former CiA representatives

w} were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been asso-

- '~ ciated with the CIA. The uniform answer was that no one

recalled such an association. (Cites: Helms, Hearing, August

3 beartyr SO
\Pﬂk 9, 1978, p. 136; Rocca, Dep. p. 148, July 17, 1978; .gesweesn,

Interview of August , Piccolo, Interview of )
v Thus, the Agency}flle and the testimony of former

) hanre et P
f::pfﬁ CIA employees reveaE?%o connectlon‘ﬁy Calderon €% the

CIA. Yet, as 1ndlcated earlier, this flle‘&F 1ncomplete

3 Cziés;ea-s

the most glarlngom1851on being{The s

kﬁ&{@ryptlc remarks follow1ng the assassination of President

Kennedy.
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A cited with EEEEEé:to Luisa Calderon, a defec-

tor from the Cuban Intelligence Services provided the

CIA with significant information about Lee Harvey Oswald's
contacts with the DGI in Mex1co City. This defector |
was assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-1 hereinafter).*

CIA files reveal that A-1 defected from the DGI

on April 21, 1964 in When

he defected, A-1 possessed a number of DGI documents which

were subsequently turned over to the CIA. IN 68894,

24 April 64) Following his defection, a CIA officer,

Joseph H. Langosch, went to to meet A-1, debrief

him, and arrange for A-1's travel into the United States.
: ' : 03¢
(See supra cite.) On May 1, 1964, 22 reels of Langzesh's

debriefing of A-1 were forwarded to the Chief of the CIA's

Special Affairs Staff from the Chief of Station in

Effective on May 1, A-1 was under contract with

the CIA for operational purposes. (Contract Approving Of-
ficer memo, 6 May @4) By June 23, 1964, Lanéosch was
convinced that A-1 would bé.of great value to the Agéncy.

He stated:

There is no question in my mind that AMMUG-1

*It is now known that A~1 did provide significant leads to
the CIA regarding Luisa Calderon. It is further apparent
that little of this information was made available by the
CIA to the Warren Commission. Therefore, the possibility
exists that A-1 had provided other information to the CIA

that was relevant to the Warren Comnission's work bﬁé~that_»ﬁééﬁﬂ

was not properly reported to the Commission.




is a bona fide defector or that he has
furnished us with accurate and valuable
information concerning Cuban intelligence
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964)

As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of 1963

until his defection was assigned to the DGI's Illegal
ek .
Section B IN 68894 24 April 64).. Phis—seection

was responsibile for training agents for assignment in

Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to

handling of agent operations in El. Salvador. (Personal
Record Questionnaire 4 June 1964; [n‘68894 24 April
64) .

i de ki G Socthe ClA

A-1 kmew-who—were the Cubanfzitelligence officers

assigned to Mexico City. 1In this regasd he intially
2 e L g

e
A

. o ' . il . w‘*"‘w - . 4 .
identlfleiAlfre&qm;;abﬁf, Maigi£“¥£ &Tané iﬁﬁﬂﬁ;w&bdrlguez

and tQSygemﬁércial a$¢amﬁﬁras DGI offigef%wposted at the
Cubanfggpﬁ ¢>in Mexico City. (supra) Langosch described
A-1's knowledge of DGI operations in Mexico as follows:

In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence
people are. One is the Cuban Consul Alfredo
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre.
That is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he was until

the 16th of April at which time a replacement

was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's
name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia

or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel-.
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio.

(I might say that some of these names are familiar
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief-
ing of A-1, 30 April 64) :
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is a debrleflng report of A-1 entitled "The Oswald Case.
(Dispatch UFGW-5035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a

CIA dispatch records the transmittal of the report, along

with eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Cite supra;)
Next to the 1lst1ng of the "Oswald Case" debriefing report

is the handwritten ﬁ&atlon "SI." A CIA employee who has
worked extensively with the Agency files system LGl o

okt bt T a5 3y b Aar [notn &5
' this notation 4% séand.fe» the CIA component* Special In-

ﬁ Fﬁh .~ telligence. {kﬁé?:EEg7f5prgEEB;atiqgg:be&&éﬁeéythezgéiéﬁ

Other CIA representatives believed the notation was a re-

ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In

&QE§%

;ﬁhmﬂtj a CIA memorandum dated , it s stated

Quote Barbara's memo.

The Agency'has been unable to locate this document
and therefore the Committee cannot paés judgement upon the

substance of the missing materlals.

The Committee has queried A-1's case offlcerSregardlng

ook
additional information that A-1 may have supplied ragardrﬁg‘
| Oswald. Joseph ILanogsch when interviewed by the_Committee
stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph LangosCh,‘August,
Mwwrgl’ 1978) he did not have contact with the Warren Commission

i and does not know what information derived from A-1l's de-

"b.b“"d

\\\' brleflngs was supplled to the Warren Comm1551on (Cite also

A o ST T

. o, N-
NSRRI TS e 2ag T )

Hldalgo and Plccolo } He also stated that he does not
‘I\‘l{; r\)’i-i_,'v‘v"(\ o

epsr




4~/

recall thatf@#®g provided any other 1nformatlo Oswald's =
oa 3 O
FE !luﬁﬁ #
contact w1th the DGI other than. thé memoranda 4
X (=2t g:;@wﬁ
heﬁe&nv-(élte interview.)

In a furt?er effort to clarify the substance of informa-
H—-
tion that-AAHﬁG—prov1ded to the CIA regarding Oswald, the

C%J;:w Committee has attempted to locate Agkdgu The CIA has also.
/6#6

' attempted to 1ocate.AMMHé’(give date of separation from CIA)
"

kbfh but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts.

A—{

Thus, ‘gaps do ex1st regardlng information AMMBE may

.,M,“wuj?ﬁakthe basis of ! Cﬁpbptj

L A it i

sy
L. ¥ have supplied the CIA
the™written

ﬁ?uenigeaey, excepﬂPf@t the Calderd

TSI B E L B e KA T i, et

i

ormation|
; , d
investigative significanceS%ZA broader guestion remains

however. The Agenc%'as noted earlieg did not reveal to

the Warren Commissien that A-1 was present in the Washington,

D.C. area and under controlled conditions ,accessible to the

v prg R (u-f\:rl-zf?d“"r\h /
Commission. Ewxen—ecepnsidering. the CIA's serious concern

for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's status was

not disclosed ézzge&eseé;the—Warren Commission from exercising

a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A-1
~§5 i as it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. On

&ﬁ this issue, as the written record tepds to show, the Agency

sj(b iir" eX“E’(‘aJa}*
y’unllaterally rejgpcted theP _ optlon.

A B

U .g hauewdenemﬁo. 'dwnot"fa&ir~1n ~K=IVET c&ee‘fhe
g

QM no eblemns—establishing-bera-. s it ‘

. ® S [ 0 F L2 A = ZEZEZZ N?Faﬂ7j v

ff ' :XE light of the establishment of A-1's bone'fidm<
éf jlte Langosch's quote supora), his proven rellablllty and

s depth of knowle ge of Cuban intelligence activities, A/

f*ﬂ Fa Y 1¢% bR (oS ALl by %' (S o 0Q .
(Rl S P e TR Y

i,
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- Mr. as the day to day CIA working level

Rocca,

contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the

average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit

qnmégumﬂ
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in- +
formation had been processed by the Aqency. (Rocca dep. et o g,
’ Alrz o4
pp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.) e s
| o+ RS | it s
Do However, rmmsSsiemiiimsusmyc s, esEphuemeummmesnm - 1J‘\¢b\
o ‘)’.;/’ Qﬂﬁ\éé-(r“ &r?fa*\f_ofwf\ﬂ 3 7 e
V/ ~EEEEIER the CIA's sengtiveé sources and methods, caused /chng
. : i A Fuo le
F%«» the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty !/A 7
. 5 i
.  reltvasd = .
in getting ¢mm@® information than when the :protection of rmomtln
‘ -7
such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin j.sce~~ ‘af
o o eftorT e
expressed the opinion that the Agency's s (e to pro- Akop Do
-+ LY
tect its sensitive sources and methods did EEiiETEEER c P
which 72707
{ wan 2ffect emmgm the quality of the information to tizzmsEer :,:J:.
'j 9 the Warren Commission and i en access. ::::fftﬂ
"L o R (e TP N
.;@ (Rankin at p.23)L . M AF('” s
: y- ~ o-dB. Lha . ‘ T~ S 4 thholdror 'l mit
Agency wesshdmmmmi®- unilateral decisions TR ; ]l e-
< 4 accesSSiecyf b .
: = e g nateriald ke &the Commission. (Scekso dep.
. ;’? ) s ¢ ‘]/w‘ JL"J// /\‘0/‘44" —fo -J'(—/a'*\'v"—--'-—\7 6~—f i
<28 § p.158) S0 : 2o Ll
MRy Ly p 8wl oo lemonladgek
2524 oy
>3
;g*f§lg 4
o 3&20
3% ¢
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T eeTE ' operations of the CIA's Mexicog City Station
5005‘3 ellecks o-he
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rounding™photograph now referred to as that
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"
Each of these concerns will be examinede®

ﬂzerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
®
. A . . .
evident from the &ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations."” (Scelso dep.
: \
p.158) Scelso further testified:
? We were going to give them intelligence re-
v ports which derived from all our sources, in-
Y(1J N cluding technical sources, including the tele-
) phone intercept and the information gotten
)) from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
c{ example, which corresponded almost exactly
< with the information from the telephone inter-
> cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)
Y Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Commission regarding Lee Harvey
' 2t daun memo ;
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Cite.) Much of the informa-
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
of which had. been deleted completely from the report.

A
Thé%éolicy

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early

limiting Warren Commission know-

as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from
CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing 6p3 . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Janl964)

5

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,

1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of
December 17, 1963. In that memorandum, Bir¢h O'Neal
& peciall TrvestigaXl ony AP
of the CIA Counterintelligence/Staff-wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request fﬁom the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
, 7—(\.,/\ L.J LU&L‘A
Decmeber 9, 1963 Submitted to the Warren Commission.
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated
that some United States Agency was tapping telephones
ﬁ.-ﬂ-b‘ o I‘-b& LVIM
in Mexico, Papich—gueried©'"Neat whether the FBI could
wihex

supply the Warren Commission withMsource of the telephone

taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil-
r .
'l lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA gab;-3/779/510)
y s .
“j/dﬁLAf O'Neal's memorandum rsssmmES®® that he discussed this matter

ith Scelso,who,in turn, after a discussion with Helms,

V: \ \ was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material %jﬁ?%:%%}%%%:::>

——

~) ..
////' to the Warren Comm1551on.(/6'Neal wrote:

o 4 He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the
+ R Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
p”ﬁw b mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-
ﬂpwd1py, sensitive information which could relate to
" J J} telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File,
V& {» fL}? 20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)
WA ,
r W
N K 2
4\.}- o~ ;NW
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the—formof—thispresentation R Lhomsinmmseees pro-

N _
tect”the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.
(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec. 63)

| Kj¢1.4J2*° ; /%ﬁf6¢f%b“-cjzgﬂtd‘

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commlssion, at least during
o F e Sommi $S pon's wssA& ’
the 1n1t1al stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico Cltyz‘r@amwﬁ&#“mwv£wwm'mw

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele-
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint, but the telephone_taps were run- _
ning in conjunction with‘theﬁiexican authori—gj' ———
-tie%%and therefore, if this had become public
knoWledge, it would have caused very bad feel-
ings between Mexico and the United States,
' and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session
pp.51=52, e L

¢
X\ v% Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to

prior to the assassination an%.durlng the post-assassination
¢ gf???/s ‘> ’//‘//6 F‘*AN(‘M-QN

- I

\.«J)9
‘ \«T\Y period

X "
%S? of November 28, '1963 the White House, through information

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council?®

reve-da
Director McGeorge Bundy, ws® aware that the CIA had tele-

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-
bassy/Consulategand that through these taps Oswald's pre-
sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

orroborated. {(‘, | k Me Cong i Lows ¥a e Eeo 'a?%w\f-;&
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(Anuhthnﬁﬁﬂgy
The CIA'S epgoswmmggs tO0 inform the Warren Commission ;

of the above-described surveillance operations

@Fls[is—-a—source

Agtrsy
ofconcern to tQ1s Committee. It is indicative of an’ kv

ol16d) g esinreatSkeld in it fuwor o ke Form aond
tu&aaﬁn—the—g;8ﬁ9§*§“pﬂftpto‘--i!hﬂ;ﬂihﬂldﬂﬂﬂl;:"’%szg

Vie GiA Lol ung.m—('v‘hqu
substance ohESRCEEERETEEEm"] information - prov1da%3

the Warren Commission. (See Scelso deB-T This process
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro-

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,

even*%heséLwh&eh—might~haxe.meant—expos&ng~c€rtarn*sens¢—

™ e ‘QQC% [
tive operations to the Commission. O/&M ba OQ rE

' =
e, [,-/C [V ) M,.g,a.uc.\f Pr s ’ :

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA comp et
A v',/'/"*/“'—«.

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that P
Gt L 74,

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during /% <¢/$2

‘n M C
September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum Y
Aivd ) +M ' ) 7~
evssm noUmention w=aeemerfarrEmmms Oswald's various conver- /M
7y , .
sations with the Cuban and*Sogkti Embassy/Consulate$had - b
been tapped and_subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, bdF; bﬂ
d.\d . W
\ that memorandum vessss néf ention exisstepaiee® that the CIA ;h
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban A&%
s (/J*‘
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at b%g
the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the f*'
. . w(—
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban 3/33
. f' y . 18w
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and I ke
g
o

transcribed.
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- On February 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the
Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dum of January 3/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of
January 31. A review of Rankin' S letter indicates that

Ars Wro‘h/\.g

et 23S Of tewbsksssssssdewe, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge of the telephonecsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in thé Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 l2tter yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
‘I;___*. of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by télephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephong surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
by Rankin would not have been made. 6;993\ &anJng'

Raymond Rocca's testimony teﬁds to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-

mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headgquar-

" ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans-

cripts resulting from the CIA's telephoné& surveillance
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available
to Commission representatives and was not able to state
under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

-£,

r.ﬂ'
Commission Eggrned of these operations.

e ]
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin"s
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency &id (

ne T V} : s

rot reveal*the source of this information in its response

to the Commissiogifpbr indicate/that it ‘would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

Lv %Q&FL""\
" -

9 ! Y bof e PO . va
o * A
rHE L phetdox Hed o 4 oAl 7 et

V. During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a séries of memoranda which among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and ac;::essr
to the production material derived ffom the CIA telephonéc

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of

: >
these memoranda tend§ to support the Committee's belief — (/Jz‘7 .
'\.‘7 “u

[Rlos

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,JLwU
L2

and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- e

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, Il
@lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief /V"‘j'
of Station in Mexico Clty/ﬁ provided them with various
transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

memorandum of.April 22, 1964, subject: 1")

Rpri .
HEege. -, Frior to m it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission

had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals
~pigk the Warren Commission had learned that CIA isssdseyppmms
possess!ﬂt transcripts of conversations between the Cuban
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.

Portices- Armag
Thosm® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

sty
mission's request for access, ghrsibswEmss that he would

Richard Helms, smiscomemeep concerned Silvia
Du{ﬁb's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal

o Ertn o
Police (cite?). @ OHEmEESE»> LHclms responded to the Com-

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission?representatives‘

4o review & this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

It shouldbe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.— As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬁ-One or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roq@as' testimony as cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission had
been informed of the Dorticos—Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.

e
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. ) hdalnd faX o
that the tentative conclusions -:;-u¢-.-§-ta-05wald's

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg were derived from CIA

memoranda¢ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
andlin additim} a Mexican federal police summary SEESwof
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police
learned en they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, p an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Seﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephon#. intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the M%ygkan police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission,as. of March 25

/ /

had been provided little sgbstantive information pertaining
to Sylvia Duran. .:# JHMZQ‘?

The Committee's belief that Slawéon had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited
the Cuban Embaésy on three occasions. This conclusion

Wt wes . . '
he weisisssssmiss bDased upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

") his mamecandam loears
mony before the Mexican police. no
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indication that hejungreviewed any of the Duran

’transcripts. Furthermore, @ had®been given access

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have

been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis ebould haver reflected

Fhe fact of this rev1e ither by its corroboration or

above '1ﬁrj:h5;rﬁ7>:b
“\w‘t ’crltlcn.sm of the Mex:Lcan police summary report. 9

: ?}T. g2 not been given
\\“t ésS&wos'on rugecj‘/- 72
S.

a®2ess to the Duran transc he Commission had been/ Lo

VZN.,ZW

ey,

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that dld

reference to the surveillance operatlons,and ummary«po~

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for
over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

O S e e ol e 402 1y
IR e et e,

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Cur present plan in"passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave
-ODACID here.

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,
1964 CIA p.2144)
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_ ' 7 ‘
times. He statedgfthat this cdnclu Bllate was based upon his
. 4 H . .{f‘rﬁ‘

review of Silvga Duran's tes g ony{to; he Mexican pof®®sgc.

(Slawson mepfOrandum, Mar M&ﬁ; 19644 CIA p. _rfé) Howe-ér,

£3

Slawson voes not stat-f hat his ’onclusio-r were alsoxdrawn

.af the p *ouctlon f«om the Mexf o City

hnce open-r o} F-0u

from refriew of .

statidn su eil Wson does ‘ndlcate,

_"_pw "F} < 'Z'L/.J’l

howevd ’ th-x”}y “fwasonlng 'ﬁl ‘regardl ge.oswald's

')"" -

g B
visit to- the Cubaprﬁmggssy ﬁaLoglcally, access to the
telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated

that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassyg're?
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was [«¥&
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-

ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate

‘I UL
Y4
stating that an American, fdentified by CIA analysts as

Oswald 4§ at the Cuban Embassy.

Frttd 5 ished that Oswald ha
visitedmthehCuban“Embass¥fQ§~atﬂ%east~twowoccasions.
Moxeover, the specific dateSand exact times-of-his- presence
incghg_ﬁuban_ﬂmhas&wwstab%ishe&as—the»result*of\ih e
k tetephonic—surveillanee. Had this iﬁformation been made

available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities

in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These—transeripts
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ission

The record supports the Committee's finding that

Fs of April 2, 1964 the Warren Comm1551on had still not

\kava} been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

phonge intercepts. 1In a mimorandUm of that date by Coleman
1 d & sin P OS5 A

and Slawson, the on@ question to the CIA and

4 -

L/£ two requests for information from the Agencyes (Ambassador

Iviann file memo Aprll 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) c"'em"'\‘\""
(L)L U)(*'S AQeSon W fete:

1) What is the information source referred to in

fj; the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended
L,u"

1}}0 to settle down in Odessa; u}
7“ A

2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
' efer

all cases where the intercepts emefs toO the

assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept

o

ban Embassy is discussed ’
i 5 te~T) =
1 The question y posed in the above-referenced

1
A@ &mmorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonéc intercept
'’

O in which the allégation that money was passed
)

\f)\y} of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April

. ' I
‘IJJ | 22, 1964, CIA p. 3223). <§?z:jzarlly, if SlawsonnmﬁEP~J;%XAiViJr

{ . est R
N RGBEFPAo rqn
(P <::E;;;;§?z;-the source of the information, he had not been

;;g .XTI W \ bjﬂ#t . ' Zf?:gg?/)
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W given ACCesSs, gr t
\V %4 'D\M
x A

Ny ;
concerning the assa551n iEion (asy e LT,

P ~d it L:c{'i.-; ‘i/(\ Y n’tﬁﬂ%ﬁ Ly M "‘&&'f»ﬁ&*
T ol il w% o W o gﬁ ! e ;

given ipcessatoa BTy U T

Theequest,Gtem number three of the above

listin§? reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman
conversation of November 22, 1964, iﬁ which the passing

of monies (&S discussed had not as of Aprii 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcrlpts. dﬁt'the March 12, 1964

meeting between Commission representatlves and Agency re-

whn&«%
presentativess (Cite.) *lictig

. gyﬁbzﬂjwﬂbj
On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawsonjartieﬂ&ated
their concern for receiving complete access.to all material™
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip! They-wrote:-
The most probable final result of the entlre
investigation of Oswaldls activities in Mexico is
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that ﬁo'bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.

?



Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting. between the Commission

~

representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts of the telephoné&surveillance
ﬂwaf°~"‘/( & f_wﬂzﬁu {6-W,‘f-lf"}' fy/vc z&&fu‘)”/’

operations amré English translations @éf the same In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$§
David Slawson wrote: |

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives

the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination,

{ o atdiakel |
Scott indicaté? that his staff seessoessssssiset began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

oo , .
l%ad immediately been put under surveillance following the




"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-—
Cclosed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original
source materials at some later time during our visit."

/,‘p'iéi{uL@t;7

7 a l b

‘Slawson's memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results
of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

;{}5 following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal*exclusively

e
¥%>” with the telephonic interceptspertaininggﬁ&ryeepectfveiyj%%he
Duran and Oswald conversationsM“"PCmokSﬁf"f'&e‘?-aﬂ*/}‘alean

It is evident from Slawson's record that the Agency's

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic

surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

a cu&ﬂk‘(’ reafend :
ability to draw“bonclusioggjregarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico

\ City,

{ T, R ST ATy iy
'
3
)]
i

ry§: of April.id; 1964, neafing tﬁe.ﬁélfway point df the Warren

(S i Commission investigat?on, the Commission was forced to retrace

| the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities

{ in Mexico City. It furthér revealed that the Agency had
provided ambigquous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise

contd have hoon

il materials sseme available for analysis by the Commission.

-ty
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survesdio~ce V/WUJ//’(""“’Q Ie L Lave grgenired®®eadt :
Thus, the Agency's early policy of not p oviding. the Commission

with 95 vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigationx&
: 13

that might have been more seriously considered had thigﬂﬁwwwx

. o, s . o R JR——
material been expeditiously prov1ded;6i:i;imfuban involvement i~
P
— J‘.Al’a*\f‘ &_M'w Cdl‘u-“‘/pg,/"ﬁo\ s e P
/é‘ /; ot L ’3-40"\‘*0._\

VI. Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shown by
FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no
physical resemblance to her son%ﬁ Tqﬁﬁ photogréph had been
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files

N
in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

had been linked by the Mexico City Statio/Prior to the

Lo
Lee Harvey Oswald. Richard Helms, in a sworn

‘.,..a~

assass:.nat:.ou, -

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph shown.to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to |
Oswald.éurﬁ&ﬂﬂm:béGi’@g; InWCR)

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before
the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under
EEEs which she was shown the photograph. Mrs. Oswald testified that

weRL T
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153)



Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote

Thomas Kouramesnes Acystnt PP vt hod
LO e e AR | -E-‘-i----- /igegaZdtng the
g r@é'\ae&\

4

(hl b ugscdotnnind
this photograph”by the

b P o 3”“””"”?«; 077 o

’w*;/ége identity of the individua

<:§§§£§ted in the photograph %£:;;;;;&nfergg;gon—w-UUFEVEIIEEI"

On that same~day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,.

§yRankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

A@me Y 2

' gy Servicea~ thaquge CIA had disseminated”several reports or
X’ém\y

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

w& Servnge S e e
\2’ &., r, AV SV A S o
n v’;, ,,Jreports and other materials. "f’hree aa-u- cables Gt

F)::Y‘ .av(‘w)u\.&“")[&ﬁf\."#tﬁkf

e Rank a requested copies of these

concerned wigies the photograph of the individual
kY pha Menics Loty SHatian 08

lemrrrrie—n Oswald anQ: subsequently shown to Oswald ] motherub ‘o
™ ba  p* g

el il

FES 4%mong the materials

W T bu, fmc,m
) disseminated®to the Secret Service was a November 26

e

e y) qf} dissemination (DIR85177), a- to
y o dicos

u)»:} thewbeeret-8eryiee. That cable concerned the Dorimss-Armas

y'e conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

Gﬁéﬁﬂ\ surveillance operations in Mexico Citykat the'tlme of the
n

%« - | assassination and Oswald's earlier visit.
John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances
surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations. :

(Scelso deposition, 150)
T Fﬁbruaﬁylzq'ﬂﬁ‘*
the Warren

Commission access to

d»s'eu_r»e D“F‘LOI\L("KA o tee C/FF .
telephonic surveillance production' (as dlsc%%sed in the . 4
Sieei ]a.fya ¢ ,as“r-e o eo LF I‘j{oum
pbreceding_section), the-iuuub of the photosurveillance operations,
- J-‘O ‘f'f-&. L af pee C_omml.ﬂﬁfn- A«.;.:{!aﬂ@,“n - 72
= : —— S : JEEEEE® tO cause concern within

the Agency.
On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal

memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for

your determination."” Rocca outlineA‘Angleton's desire not to

respond directly to Rankin*s request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca then stated:

7’ "Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
\jy uyﬁ ul to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
‘»paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
L’ Vy \\ letter). If they come back on this point he feels
dﬂ that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
% go over to show the Commission the material rather than
@fh pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
v \T}letems are of new substantive interest. We have either
3 r passed the material in substance to the Commission in
QMF esponse to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s¢x

photographs which are not of Oswald..."
\ﬂ%ﬁ \\(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)

I
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VIII. Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's

assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named

"Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man
speaking Spanish. ° (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap)
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who wasrthén
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified'
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa

replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

Qw:}/ The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person
wﬁp apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
‘ the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Luisa replied fhat
she knew this also. Luisaminquired whether the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that she had learned
about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:
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We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,
let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
~ States; that contradictions would be
sharpened...who knows N

Luisa responded:

‘Imagine, one two, three and now, that makes
three. (She laughs.) :

Raymond*Rocca, fom

e
. gt e
i IS
vy

fo

a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on
a possible Cuban”conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy'wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination:
that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,
23 May 1975, p. 15)

‘Standing by ‘itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may . in-

deed indicate}forekhowledge of the assassination but may

'also=45Ill¥y be interpreted without such a sinister impli-

cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did

merit serious attention in the months following the assas-

sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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‘Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth wés believed
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA2161£) Calderon's presence in
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City S$3tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a reportbcontaing biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
wés listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, withou£ success,
to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent~from
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of ot
»#8 Station in Mexico -City (Dispatch HMMW 11_935).%%’”"a

Luisa Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI
was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At thét
time, Harold Swénsqn, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-
briefing'of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-l. The memorandum
states that AMMUG had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey
Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

’7/\«% .ciiﬂ?cd$tf1~“_xzfm3f4¢« VW ol

N

Coder) -
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telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 had
been asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Swenson,
as recorded in the May 5 memorandum that "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in éontact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez.

Swenson thereafter wrote that Caldéron's precise
relationship to the DGI Qas not clear. As a comment to
this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure, d« g

Eovbir ) 164
« .
e for Cuba.

On May 7, 1964, Swenson recorded additional informa-
tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
\ the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."”

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.

osaem
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' On Méy 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald case. Swenson paraphrased AMMUG;S
knowledge of Calderxron as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althoucht she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...

On May '11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
to Director Richard Helms regarding'the information Swenson
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1l sitaution on a very restricted basis
with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-

ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'

communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swenson's

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

- In that attachment the intelligence associations of

Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez axe set
it

forth. However, that attachment mekes no reference what-

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested
' GcreFl s

‘as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to~teoek—at the

questions used in Swenson's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley
memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for WilLen's review.
Willens saw Swenson's May 5 memorandum. The oniy mention
of éalderonfwas as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Célderon to the .DGI is not clear.  She spent about
six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba eariy>

-

A\
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the Swenson memoran-

‘dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible
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Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA wokking level
. ,,//
contact with the Warren Commissigp~Stated that on the
=

average it took less ;@gn/ e week for the CIA to transmit

ey 5\411,r)";‘2_u>‘,
its information to € Warren Commission, after such in-. -~
' ey o ™ {‘4 e b

formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep._,:, S
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uJ~xof/gJA-64C
xaunding”™photograph now referred to as that

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined

&lerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of

R e

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
[}
evident from the &!eception of the Warren Commission.

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first

b4
to reveal all our technical operations.” (Seeig;—%ep.

A 4
p.158) Ptdelso Serther testifi@dw '

b We were going to give them intelligence re-
»* - ports which derived from all our sources, in-
£ ¢luding technical sources, including the tele-

¢ .h: phone intercept and the information gotten

"> from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
example, which corresponded almost exactly
“ with the information from the telephone inter-

X
VR
c, :5 cepts. (Ext~%e~%§ﬁiﬁ3:qaetef»ai%~eé—?v5)

L Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by

examination of the background to the first major CIA

18 FoiA Pecumlx # So7- 803

report furnished the Warren Commission garding Lee Harvey 2
S4Zemprrrcem{ i - /
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Gise.) Much of thé?g%?ormalﬁﬂgﬂgj‘“

. . . Lee
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was gETk""ﬁg
- . o s . velmrs
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification

of which had been deleted completely from the report.

I8
Théaéolicy limiting Warren Commission know-

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early
as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from
CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing ép3 . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID
(CIA—cable DIR97829 FOIA 498=2045—29Fanlf64)
CI1APB Folh Doc 7 yopammm) 26 Pe6 193, DIR
q426-757 eqb
The basic pollcy articulated in the December 20, [adsonk
g5 it speu £icalh concerran vba il p o[l
1963 cable is also set forth~in a CIA memorandum of
CIA /’1€mo/¢~(w":é+ ;f 201?-(, Aé‘,z .r-J\DAe.ql——a..c;
December;L@, 1963. In that memorandum, Birch eal
% pcial TrvestiooX 1on Exroap”
of the CIA Counterintelligence/8taff wrote that he had

I

been adv15ed by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIa,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or compllment ,he FBI's five volume report of

Decmeber 9, 1963. ubmltted to the Warren Comm1551on.

Papich provided O Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones
ond ol l\‘t‘M-
in Mexico, *Pepeeh—querreﬁ*O*Neai*whether the FBI could
' woe

supply the Warren Commission withf\source of the telephone
taps. (The FBIhad—knowledge of CIA'Ss telephone-surveil-

\ e/ (-{:J s ' 5 - - "
T lance~op§fEtruns-tn*mexrcv—CItYT—see~e%%_§a§i-3¢4?9fﬁrﬁr

/7 ii 0 O'Neal's memorandum nusmﬂﬂﬂ!that he discussed this matter

[

.zﬁﬁe“; with Scelso WHQ@@@VYﬁﬁnn,£§fter a discussion w1th Helms,

~ i
/o

L é:was dlrected by Helms to prepare CIA materlal to be passed -

;to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote:

) " ’ He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the

T B Agency's desire to make available to the Com-

s B mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-~
PR sensitive information which cou d relate to

.~ ;.77 v i telephone taps (Birsh=edNeal, Memo for. File,

7+ . .7 4 20 Dec 63, Subj+—hee-Harvey Oswald

o i R 0 Lﬁg;(&étqw} . Q/Se‘{'{“(l/tn\aj{ff\’vlrj
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the- form-of -this-presentation < hemapmime

€ . : . :
tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

( IAzgﬁg%il?tr*~994667—F0£A—429-73 20 Dec 63)

4Rl ,;-;\_.-"“;w o - ‘\.4 L_ S "“L-s
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o
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Iv. Telephoné'Taps and—Phebto—Burvedddance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during
. %@DM S oS &Sﬁk /
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

‘ The reason for the sensitivity of/these tele~
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run-
ning in conjunction with thegﬁekican authori—ﬂff

tie§]and therefore, if this iad become public
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel~
~ ings between Mexico and t nited,. ga 1 £, hor| Aefns &[5 [75
" and that was the reason. ﬁ ‘]:it%r—Ex é én PFC’I-‘/YL/

ey

[\

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided in ormation to

- 3 .
o ‘\'f

“ﬁ”fﬁ the FBI regarding the Mexico City survei%} nce operations

L !prior to the assassination”™ and durlng tﬁé post sassination
hat ~ 2 S(I ‘57777/ 1> 1 e/ 'F*f-"NrNN
’ S o /h--iim!a-u as

R I e o N e
L Sy o TR R A o

'}?éi of November 28, 1963 the White Ho ééi through information

féf ,made available by DCI McCone to MNational Security Council#¥
. L hed rreedt
. Director McGeorge Bundy, === Aaware that the CIA had tele-
. J'{
;7

.sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

. corroborated. {(, |

AN - . e -
./ B \\ :

Ve A g
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c&noduubnéﬁuaz?
The CIA's epssemmmesgt to inform the Warren Commission,,

sfis—a-source .

is Committee. It is indicative of a ja:aan.

ofconcern to tq

A
v
AL ¢ esinrnedtSkocd ints R Lorrm oA
tuw?;a;;ls—paﬂpto Mw’w

ubst p Vi CA Leld ung.m‘%f-"&b‘*
substance eimgaEuETemmeed informatio ? rovided
ngchC’ §$1 61N Dgoeg Fiom ZIB/\E&.@(S» )d /73/ ‘Plfa

the Warren Commission.

(4¢§/§ﬁé&ﬁg/d§§37 This process

might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro—

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
d—-s_

sl .','.‘;»«,, .
e VLt A g,

: T S N VIR R e
A . USSP, . N Ly ‘il e B = o -
tive—operations—€t5 thHe CTommission. «7 % 7 e
: LG ('i,«, C i) o Fagi ] ci;z(/'*f 22

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA

LLdrap ey

T o A,

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that

. s
'_«4.’.),-\/,1: LR

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during -+ ¢S

September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum _
Aaid +hot .

L ndyﬁention e primeemeeess Oswald's various conver- /1<

- g~

. . 3, s' e
sations with the Cuban and Sogktl Embassy/Consulate$had - i,

been tapped and.subsequently transcribed. Furthermore,‘\ bend - o

' that memorandum 9% nd’/é\entlon i that the CIA z“i”‘w
had tapped and transcribed conversatlons between Cuban fév«i &‘
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at ,J’%iqug
the Soviet Embassy[Consulate'nor was mention made of the '5~‘fﬁ"
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban ?;3;

ﬁ'r i N s
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and S

‘+ranscribed.

2
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On Fébruary 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the
Cémmission (EFe—above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dum of January 3/ , On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of

£ SFK € D¢ Mo, —

January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that:
Ars wr l'h/.\‘ : _

Glbemeiinak S Of vipsbesssesrsseserse, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 {2t¥er yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
?di?ﬁﬁgﬂ&’of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephon§ surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry

~
, ’ T R,
by Rankin would not have been made. J92¢  Seb-

[

——r—

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January4l964.- April 1964, Warren Com-
mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-
ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans-
cripts resulting from the CIA's telephonéc surveillance

operations in Mexico City. (Rogcca-dep+~——p+89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available

e e (o51€ 0o dap. of Brmed Rociic\ 5 ()17/75)

to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

R
Commission Zlearned of these operations. i:j}bf;:}

i([ﬁ fo{lq Pocﬁ qqg—zb.}':?’{&n lclé“'ll )—)IQQ7 835)
1964:

PE7
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On February 19,

e ﬁ respong%dt E"'E EEE -508" i

inquiry of February 10. " The Agency resoonse did indi- (74

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also J.nterv;\.ewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did
aet reveal ‘the source of this information in its response

WIS o e
to the Commissiongpr indicate! that 4% would be revealed

—_ -
by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). Z.J’b'd\j
P 1A Tel€hnn /e
-~ $Cron KKNoP ( e o ©
B -.:‘.L: A)r&[ {’fN Ci:?":’z‘l ’t' s s,( ' ': prite .’l‘ \__ -g“ (I‘e’r,//
e P T AL
ﬂﬁf During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other

issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access

to the production material derived from the CIA telephone'c

CEN
(;,‘Y?

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
>

o et

these memoranda tend to support the Committee's belief _. L~ =7

S A

o Nt LB ™

A et B

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, s

and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- 7

. . . ‘op% dead+ .(a: ”

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, .

£lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief.
cott

of Station in Mexico C:Lty/'m provided them with various

transcripts and'translatlons derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

fdemorandum of.April 22, 1964, Eubject: /)f:'f‘?lb P’W)J)'boc‘% 3
April | ,
HOWagR.r, Frior to m it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even‘partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the recofd indicates that the Warren Commission
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

gA/&,

CIA representatives). Slawson s memorandum” revea
vho

~p#® the Warren Commission had learned that”CIA i pmmmmm

posseés!dk,transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
vor‘h(oi' A“'m‘f‘

Thees® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, concerned Silvia

Dugﬁh s arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal _
r“"*"S glwsmw/ww /}lpr,/zal /76y 7/:3/ /7 ‘/5“‘/6—3

Police (cite?). au-@qugnaauby Helms responded to the Com-

$+mﬂ )

mission's request for access, that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren CommissionQrepresentatives‘

. “'W
fo review €9 this material. (Slawson memof, March 12, 1964)2 (a_,)

It shouldbe noted that the records revieted do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission ;éé;ned of the
Dorticos~Armas interceptsQ”;As detailed,abéve, both the FBI
and White House'(through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance_activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬂ-One or the other could well.have provided‘the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray- .
mond Roqgs'testimony'as cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support toﬁthe position that the Commission had

been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

® Lfn
that the tentative conclusions§ -9—';-%-—‘.5'-’-_-.. Oswald S

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheq were derived from CIA

memorandagy of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964 (flﬁfii;pru4h

rf(,rd\2f‘{5l(9"{
and/in addition a Mexican federal police summary &&Egwof T™°

S

interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

puran, (sicd an employee‘of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. ij:lbliz

These comments indicate that Seﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
.is no indication that Sﬁjason had been provided the Duran
telephonu.intereept transcripts. 1In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Meéﬁ%an police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commissioe/as.of March 2%,'

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran.«’«# ,,,sef'f’ tﬁ‘:g

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been
glven access to the Duran transcrlpts is further supported
, ; : ])(_aq)
by reference to his memorandum of{%arch 27, 1964 Ek

wherein he states his conclusion that Oi%jld ad visited
tap2-
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions. This conclusioex\

Wl ef
he visssesssiss bDased upon an analy515 of Sylvia Duran's testi-

hes N Y N oears
mony before the Mexican police. Imnnnngn-n-ih-siﬁs no
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indication that he_ haé reviewed any of the Duran

transcripts. Furthermore,® @ had®*been given access

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis eﬁould have* reflected

the fact of this reVLenufither by its corroboration or
g)boveﬁt

criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

REnsatpa9

7
P4

Hexico Cit®M ] -
: $ ;.

a¥eeSs to the Duran trans;:?gﬁs. he Commission had been “%/’V
&4

P
» s

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not. make L

reference to the surveillance operatlons,and aAsummary:g%E}

| SClAA by rte M exicanTederal Pol 1
jﬁﬁﬁfreport. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-—

/

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico Clty Station:

Our present plan in paSSLng 1nformatlon to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave

/ODACID'here.
(CIa G&bﬂé DIR %V4621 FOIA4MZO-757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)
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tlmes. He statedgthat this cdnclu‘;o- was based upon his
y i ﬂ-w"
review of Silvgfla Duran's tes a-onyf%o_'he Mexican pefiee

( 5 Y )
(Slawson mepforandum, Mar f’ ‘g 196{“ 'cIA p. 19¥2) Howeyler,
A & f.'
zs

Slawson voes not statf hat h

gfonclusiop# were alsgfdrawn
i’ g

:f the px; ~nuctlon fdﬂn the Mex 6 City
£ _{ﬁ.ﬂ p

eil,ﬁnce operadic sr“f@f

from r: iew of g

statigh su wSon d-::,-ndlcate,

howevd ’ th-*fris easonlng oy ---g_'regardlu- QOswald's
,".(,! Sguttita i -
visit to.: the Cub§n»Emﬁgssy ggLoglcally, access to the € (4 ‘s
paareiee ca
telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some

ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p. m.i?;IL“S ™

R o fandu,

Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated 0Fﬁ&?2iﬂ
, ’ _ Tarerde t}/
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy;’ re- iii?LZZTI

“:Man! 7oy
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was (n'ffw??a
e N
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-

ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate
4 “Q*E‘!
stating that an American, 1dent1f1ed by CIA analysts as

f:L’LM 95t l'\a.c\ Foi-ce
Oswald #) at the Cuban Embassy. 57»-., e R

.twdefinitively“estainEﬁeaﬂgﬁg£mﬁeﬁéi&wﬁéd
visited _the.Cuban Embassy-on--at least two  occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand. exact times of his- presence
in_the Cuban.Embassy;&gst%%tabllshed as the result of the.
teiephonlc”survelllancé?f-éad this information been made
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities
in Me#ico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These=tra cipts




nee-—tirer-made—avaiIable.

The record supports the Committee's finding that

as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not
\—‘V 4 .
W ,Jf been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

o Lgf .phonét intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman
i “:,LI’L; .’vr;—--v Poéz"(
"_:*" _,and Slawson, they {one question to the CIA and

orﬂﬁ'/fmo.,\ Sk Questiens Ra 5o by e A s Mana Fil=

| s
5memof‘ikpr:."]‘. 2, 1964, &IA~p—¥945) (nqn—netes—"-) Co sl mandn
i oS Vamsen v feted

T 1) What is the information source referred to in

’5~J;A4Wf two reizifts for 1nformatlon from the Agencye (Amﬁa"“f“
e

the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa:;

N 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts:

o | of the intercepts, translated if possible, in

. refer
all cases where the intercepts emmé® to the

assassination or related subjects;
3) We would especially like to see the intercept

in which the allegation that money was'passed

{ at ssymis discussed 1:3::brA:3
0 } { , 3 .
T The questit reially pose in the above-referenced

\Asa r  fmemorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephongéc intercept

ke &y ,,JW"‘
. « .v of September 27, 1963 at 10: 37 a.m. (Slawson memo pril
?,"{r )v’ P :'\I . : r ‘“ ; (-_;*Oh ‘f ‘Lk"c% ﬁ
28, 1964 SEApT—3223) . »if Slawson -@-—M
- ng‘_c" .‘,q*QI ;
aggyﬁ e source of the information, he had not been
AAAAA {__ x\: L | el 45 gﬂf
Loy YT . |
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I YT e e ae s .

t,%em number three of the above

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing

of monies @&f discussed haA not as of April 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested

the Dorticos-Armas transcripts. ﬁ'the March 12, 1964

meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

DL <D, @ rala ~dlem MNZ/\/ {1
presentativesa, (CJ%:%«" E% kaQ‘:,\ng'e{\(_e &Z,Q.PRL{/‘},‘,»MMczz

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson~artlculated (Q‘Yj
their concern for receiving“complete access’ to all materialS
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: ‘Theywwrote;«

PThe most brobable final result of the entire

investigation of Oéwald's activities in Mexico is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA. g;/» biAppd-i0¢

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts,of the telephone€ surveillance .
“WQMM m;cfp—léruw L
operations and English translations: eé:the—same—~ In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrance$
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washlngton. We

agreed to this." (Slewsor-menCumiirerd 96, p. 23}
- L k4 '

Mr. Scott described to the CommlsSLOn representatives

the CIA's course of action 1mmed1ately following the assassination.

{ o e akel ‘
A Scott indicated that his staff sessesmssmimt began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico

whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (ﬁ%iéigfd:b ci?

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

Lﬁga'immediately been put under surveillance following the




e x}cq'\
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"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-
closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original

i:,s urce Qq rlals at some later time during our visit."
ra

(}1 t:
Slawson s memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal¥exclusively

4o

with the telephonic interceptspertaining @, respectively, the

ot a7—-Oct/ 1963,
g, et s Lrom

that the Agency's

Durafm and Oswald S versatlons%(ﬂ“ ﬁﬁ““"
S.SD'J\'—Q..: G ek m. !2;-0‘()[ 11.’::"\*15).0_) Lo
It is ev1dent from Slawson's recor

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic
surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

Mw..u‘, reasentd
ablllty to draw“boncluSLOnﬁgregardlng Oswald s sojourn in Mexico

Clty, It meant that as

\'%‘_‘,

of April 10,~1954, neafingiéhebﬁalfway point of the Warren
Commission invesﬁigation, the Commission was forced to retrace
the factual path by which it had structufed Oswald's activities
in Mexico City. It further fevealéd that the Agency had
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" 'significantly more precise

could hawve = ocd
materials esesse avallable for analysis by the Commission. I—l !
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Thus, the Agency s eafly pollcy of not prov1d1ng the Comm1551on

e L N =~ ) :,—,".‘“"“ o
- s

with t%55 vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigationfk

that might have been more seriously considered had this pwaﬂ’

material been expeditiously prov1ded*6§:i;L~Suban anOIVGTfiz::

N

- (jj,i- :/‘_:_‘,(-—vc\ R T S Pl LA

e L v
3 g - 'v’ﬁ‘"’\.

fee _
pei speeih faprt Olum 5Aort X

On November 23, 1963 Marguerite Oswald w-shohewneig

*of a man bearing no
ol (en Commi SSion Beport p

qﬁg photograph had been

Mexico Clty Mystery Man

physical resemblance to her son;'

timie

supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City

Station after Agency representatives had searched their files
<) A poc P~ lgf( 15"'14‘"
in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photographﬂkoc

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the

photograph shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,

1963 in Mexico Clty and mistakenly linked at that time to

,’_“f i

@Sf’&’fcwld;g i dax ot o€ ErchaSatelms 5 7))

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before

‘the Warren Commission and recounted the circumsﬁances under
: w@((_fr\c,ommlffl‘ﬂ b/‘rP —
which she was shown the photograpfi. Mrs. Oswald testified tha;E
WOl R S ¢

'she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby.” (p. 153)
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote \ﬂ 5.

. Thomas Karramesines Assistnnt 'PW : " '

O et stemP IR |
> \r(e)}\oe*\

this photograph "by the

reques ted that

J he identity of the indivi l

. Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin GEISEssy
te l A

o3
if-that--information- m‘:-aavallable. ;
ek T3, 196, TEE Poct— 1 7
ay, in a sep dte letter te—-beE-MeCone,

w2l e Caomti M&W%x ,z;;(z;' 3
t-he-—emmrrrss:m

oy Rankln wrote ¢t Secret =«
R ;f Qe B T sinie Nevemhtra, 196 3)- 5
/ :;Serv:.cew that@e' CIA had dlssemlnaic'@sevefa.l_x:epcr.ts-or
- 5,7.-::-‘;_‘*_.:'5:' ,'"7 -communigations- concerningthe assassination—to—the-Secret
=N .Seryv,ikge S4 funfo requested copies of these
.(-.'- > .} ‘;i ‘.,’._:( ;:Vu = { .'.»Jn\-}"'fr":’“'"‘" ' ‘»M TMKC "é kf
3 FLrre ‘ materials.v ' ree/a?;u cables otirmipmmong
;( L= .. vﬂ.nbi\ a‘—“-;‘ ,\AHVI‘A-LM; F(QJ
_ concern wssipiss th photograp of the individual ‘s
P Merica Gty dotisa 08 e VPR Wd L,t-f-l—v-'f
L - ﬂ(S'S\f»z' ld sequently showrﬂ to Oswald's mm Q—f,éﬁf
\x,;"' ! e :_7_;,..--,._-.-..‘\t.:::"-*_‘-t.--:a»--n--e.:';...? EETE S s G i
e hog YhRCI A
~ ... | disseminated™to the Secret Service was a November 26
A CciA Doc'Plﬂ.fflT? 2640:/ mu/

-, . dissemination '

‘ éc&os
. thewbeeret-S8erviee. That cable concerned the Dorimsmss-Armas

conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

e "\ surveillance operations in Mexico Clty'\at the time of the

5 ":!‘f.;";‘.!—; .E ) . C / /?

~ ge}_u‘; assass:.natl/og gnd Oswald's earller visj 'C"KRQ
B ‘,;“'J 2’ é €
- R =% 3ohn Scelso test J.ed r"alng‘ %he’c:.rcumst;nces MLS%

surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Comm:.ss:.on M,..L

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:.
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren
Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

| - ofSebn, . «f?7%
dxﬂcla;sréﬁ;‘g%’;(‘écelso ﬂhéé’ci-(;o&, %_ 150)

= g Fcbnxaﬂy/awlﬁé**
- . the Warren

S :,#@;‘d*:h$y;“$)?,}*ﬁ;&c{_ i

ComiSSion o e L il SR G e access tO
cLScu_f‘gQ ot € onullA Ve tve C/F e
telep nlc s veillance productlon)(qs—ééscussed-:n"the . - i,
6/‘&/‘% )ar/ /Ha ,.;&m' lart 7&1:5:.(:5““'9 BALiLmn tw e s o
}, the <mmsmm of the photosurveillance operatlons,

- J-—o m L;QMNA C.amn\&isfla- A-a..(‘,p::.&mh P L0 s

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca outlineA‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca then stated: |

7 "Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
A A to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
g \j, “ paragraph 2 (of the above~referenced February 12
= 3_“ e letter). If they come back on this point he feels
' o that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than
.# !pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
3[ﬁ items are of new substantive interest. We have either
- passed the material in substa ce to the Commission in
v u'7xesponse to earlier levies e® the items oautheffEEHé
ﬁ,(-f;‘_f?refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s¢x
2 photographs which are not of Oswald..." C”’90¢1:°ﬂ?#'5771”
i (Reeea—memD—3NATTH 54, FOTA—579=250) Camaiss Marc/wy
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1963, carrying

Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed

to be l94€£(D15patch HMMA21612 Calderon's presence in
noo..ai'—tg,wc'\ '
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City Szetlon and to the Chief of the CIA's
Z Ciir PoC, Dnsﬂﬂtﬂ or—‘cﬂ-lm
Special Affalrs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-' ”45’7““
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notatlon indicated that a report was pending

on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,

to locate the report.
On September 1, 1063, a dlspatch was ‘sent from

the Chlef of the SPEClal Affalrs Staff to the Chlef of .

IA' ] Y4 A ‘ g an St
bﬂé’Statlon in® Mexlco Cltyc%Dlspatch HMMW 11935 1?;qyftﬁ63i?

Lu:.sa Calderon's assoc:.at:.on with the Cuban DGI il ~A

Ao bl Cein Hg;_w st ™
was flrst reperted by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At th S e O, |

[ s fox_‘” Ly o TCL Iﬂéf*a??& SM‘--JH'(.&(
. time, Haé%E&jgﬁénson, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
1 FQ/)U/ e
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-

briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG—l. The memorandum
stateé that AMMUGJhad no dlrect knowledge of Lee Harvey «

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

wh of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-




WWuba S TBID3

- 48 -

' Xj ltil’ wa
telligence Service officers! -8/‘Elf1cally, AMMUG~1 hedd

beert asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
. l.‘ aj‘(j\_
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Sweﬁsea-

as-reccmiadﬁhrﬂjﬁ?TEq~ﬁ~mem®ran&um—that "Prior to October

1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on

|nd oSt

two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez ‘fCF"PK

aryoeSA
Swepson thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As.a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch G6

? Q(.vQ) )“-/‘}V{/
traffic which recorded arrival in Me 1cd’§;gM6eparture,&ﬂwﬁ*ﬁ'
1 ~ONG e~ S Y"Q‘V"(C V“'.!g;"{oi;“)- & P 7o o

. Lw"se'fA
On May 7, 1964, Swemsen recorded additional informa-

tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald‘
ciADol Foid G 7-29% oHnJ\ 2 7/‘14!:77

possible contact with the DGI.” Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:
*a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence. EDE ,p?
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_ : b ng oS :
s+ On May 8 Swemson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald casel ™ ouin araphrased
edge © e Oswa case. n paraphrased AMMUG®
g §§33§g“lg P s

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told

~ me that hers was a peculiar case and that he

himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...[ECtht

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
v to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson
g;.r-) boc £l 687 - 295 ) Roctamemorandeem, it Moy (5¢
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-

- cuss the AMMUG/1L si;égkion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place} it is nq@t desirable to put anything in writ—

- L bk p-= |

ing. (lL—May—64~—Rocca~memeT—EOLASSJ—%QS—Wt%hf4~attachmen;s)
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankln regarding .

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-
Tc1AaPoc Foth6T7-299 Heles

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 1S Mag (169
el o~ osch s
communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swéné%n
o txd

May 5 memorandum. (mﬂmﬁmﬁ%ﬁ
In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez 2axe set
forth. However, that attachment malkes no reference what-
soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

Go ¢ @REE T
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to—toek—at the
AM\?&SCA 3 1B Do F ot
questlons used in SwensSen's lnterrogatlon of AMMUG Boedey 7395
memov f6-Focta, 19 June 1964 FaEs%39=340). On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and-gnalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
Lmow&)
Willens saw Swensen's May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about
six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early
it - L o= dhC
in 1964.47 However, Wlllens was not shown the Swemson memoran-
]

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible




